



In Ura (1994), reporting that there are not a few languages that allow
the raising construction so-called “superraising”, which had hitherto been
considered not to exist in natural language, I attempted to provide an
account of the syntactic mechanism of and the parametric variation for
the construction. In the light of the more articulated theory of feature-
checking and movement suggested by Chomsky (1995), the approach
therein has left several technical problems, however. The aim of this
paper is to reconsider that construction under the theory of multiple
feature-checking proposed in Ura (1996, 2000a)(1).
1. Facts
In Ura (1994) I reported that superraising, which had been widely
alleged to be nonexistent in natural language, can be found in some
languages (including Moroccan Arabic, Chinese, Quechua, Chichewa,
etc.)(2). Here I cite a superraising example from Standard Arabic from
Ouhalla (1994) (see Salih 1985a,b for ample data of Standard Arabic
superraising)(3) :
??
( 1 ) Standard Arabic (Ouhalla 1994 : 67)
a. dhanan-tu [ ?anna Zaynab -a ta-’rifi l-taalib-a ].
believed-1SG COMP -ACC 3FSG-know the-student-ACC
‘I believed that Zaynab knew the student.’
b. dhanan-tu l-taalib-ak [ ?anna Zaynab -a ta-’rifu-hu tk ].
believed-1SG the-student-ACC COMP -ACC 3FSG-know-3MSG
‘same meaning as (1a)’
There are, possibly, three ways to explain the word order change from (1a)
to (1b) : (I) The DP l-taalib ‘the student’ in (1b) is base-generated as an
object of the matrix predicate : Under this approach, no raising (i.e., no
movement) is involved. (In other words, (1b) is not derived from (1a) at
all.) ; (II) The DP undergoes A-bar movement to the Spec of the embedded
CP ; and (III) The DP undergoes A-movement to the position where its
nominal feature is checked off by the matrix v (or to the Spec of the
matrix AgrO under the Agr-based feature-checking theory (see Ura
2000b)).
Salih (1985a,b) and Ouhalla (1994) advocate (III) ; that is, they
analyze (1b) as being derived from (1a) by superraising. Coopmans (1994)
contrarily proposes the analysis (I), according to which there is no relation
mediated by transformation between (1a) and (1b).
In order to show its superiority to the other analyses, Coopmans
(1994) provides Dutch examples, which seemingly look very like
superraising :(4)
( 2 ) Dutch (Coopmans 1994 : 82)
a. Ik geloof [ dat Marie Jan liefheeft ].
I believe that Mary John loves
b. Ik geloof van Jan [ dat Marie hem liefheeft ].
I believe of John that Mary him loves
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On the other hand, Massam (1985) votes for (II) : Through studying the
constructions like the ones shown in (1) from several languages, she has
reached the analysis (II). Although it might be possible that her analysis
is valid for the phenomenon what Watanabe (1993) calls “ECM from
Comp,” it encounters a problem for Standard Arabic (and several other
languages (see Ura 1994 : Chapter 1)) : The allegedly raised DP ‘the
student’ in (1b) can undergo further A-movement to the matrix subject
position in accordance with the passivization of the matrix predicate, as
Salih (1985a) points out :
( 3 ) Standard Arabic (Coopmans 1994 : 81)
dhunn-a al-taalib-uk [ ?anna Zaynab -a ta-’rifu-hu tk ].
believed(PASS)-3SG the-student-NOM COMP -ACC 3FSG-know-3MSG
‘Lit. The studentk was believed that Zaynab knew himk.’
This fact seriously challenges Massam’s (1985) analysis, because A-A’-A
movement is prohibited in general (see Fukui 1993 for an attempt to
derive this condition from the more general economy condition). It should
be noted, however, that the analyses (I) and (III) are immune from this
problem.
Then, which one is the correct analysis for the fact shown in (1)?
Salih (1985b : 328-329) shows, with ample empirical evidence, that the
alleged raising-operation in Standard Arabic is possible only if the raised
DP is a subject, a direct object, or an indirect object of the embedded
predicate. It is totally impossible for a DP to be raised when the DP is
assigned an inherent Case like locative, instrumental, or ablative. Here, it
is worth noting that the so-called “prolepsis” is fairly acceptable in the
same context, as the following English examples show :(5)
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( 4 ) English
a. (?)I thought of the house that Mary lived in it.
b. (?)I thought of the computer that Mary solved the problem with it.
c. (?)I thought of those trees that the apples fell from them.
If one identifies the Standard Arabic example in (1b) as a prolepsis, then
he/she should give an account of the difference between English and
Standard Arabic in this respect. It is, of course, not impossible to devise a
method to cope with the difference. Yet, it is more reasonable to maintain
Salih’s (1985a,b) and Ouhalla’s (1994) claim that (1b) is derived from (1a)
by superraising, if one can give a satisfactory account to the above fact
about the lack of superraising of a DP with an inherent Case in Standard
Arabic.
In the next section I will propose a new analysis of superraising,
assuming that (1b) is a superraising example, and I will demonstrate that
the lack of superraising of a DP with an inherent Case naturally follows.
2. Analysis
Let us return to the examples in (1), repeated as (5) :
( 5 ) Standard Arabic (Ouhalla 1994 : 67)
a. dhanan-tu [ ?anna Zaynab -a ta-’rifi l-taalib-a ].
believed-1SG COMP -ACC 3FSG-know the-student-ACC
‘I believed that Zaynab knew the student.’
b. dhanan-tu l-taalib-ak [ ?anna Zaynab -a ta-’rifu-hu tk ].
believed-1SG the-student-ACC COMP -ACC 3FSG-know-3MSG
(Lit. I believed the studentk that Zaynab knew himk.)
The leading idea about superraising is that the DP to be superraised
undergoes A-movement from the embedded clause to an A-position in the
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matrix clause beyond the subject-DP of the embedded clause. Our
hypothesis is that (5b) is derived from (5a) by superraising. The first
question to be addressed concerning this hypothesis is : Why is it that the
object-DP in the embedded clause in (5a) can undergo such a long-distance
A-movement? As shown in (5a), it may stay in its original clause before
SPELL-OUT, regardless of whether or not it overtly moves up to its
checking position within the embedded clause. The commonly held view
under the minimalist syntax (Chomsky 1995) is that A-movement is
impossible once the DP to be moved lands at a possible Case-checking
position.
In Ura (1998), where copy-raising in Igbo was given a coherent
analysis under the Minimalist checking theory of Chomsky (1995), I
argued extensively for Checking as a syntactic operation in CHL, and I also
demonstrated therein that a DP may move further from its possible Case-
checking position if the language-particular rule for copy-raising saves the
derivation from crash. The fact shown in (6) below indicates that the
language-particular rule for copy-raising is also available in Standard
Arabic :
( 6 ) Standard Arabic (Salih 1985b : 326-327)
a. yabdu [ ?anna l-mu 9allim-a saraha l-qasi : dat-a ].
seem COMP the-teacher-ACC explained the-poem-ACC
‘It seems that the teacher explained the poem.’
b. yabdu l-mu 9allim-uk [ ?anna-huk saraha l-qasi : dat-a ].
seem the-teacher-NOM COMP-he explained the-poem-ACC
‘same meaning as (6a)’
(Lit. The teacherk seems that hek explained the poem.)
Returning to (5b) with this fact in mind, it is possible to say that the
pronominal copy of the superraised DP in (5b) is cliticized onto the
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embedded verb. Thus, (5b) should be delineated as in the following :
( 7 ) dhanan-tu l-taalib-ak [ ?anna Zaynab -a
believed-1SG the-student-ACC COMP -ACC
ta-’rifu-huk ].
3FSG-know-him
(Lit. I believed the studentk that Zaynab knew himk.)
That is to say, I am claiming that the suffix attached to the embedded
verb in this example should be regarded not as the manifestation of
object-agreement but as a copied pronoun cliticized onto V by
incorporation.
In any event, the allegedly superraised DP in (5b) is allowed to
undergo such a long-distance A-movement into the matrix clause without
Case-checking within the embedded clause because it leaves a copy, which
is available for checking the Case- and φ -features of the embedded V.
Now let us consider, step by step, the derivation of superraising.
First, consider the stage of the derivation where the embedded vP is
created :
( 8 ) [vP SUBJ v [VP V OBJ ]]
Now I propose that v in Standard Arabic is weak in feature-strength.
Thus, OBJ in (8) stays in situ before T is inserted by Merge, as illustrated
in (9) :
( 9 ) [TP T [vP SUBJ v [VP V OBJ ]]]
It is reasonable to assume that (the EPP-feature (i.e., D-feature) of) finite
T in the embedded clause is strong in Standard Arabic, because it derives
the word order SVO in the embedded clause in Standard Arabic (cf.
Ouhalla 1991). Now something with a D-feature must be attracted to the
Spec of T. In (9) SUBJ is the DP closest to T ; hence, it is attracted to the
(innermost) Spec of T, as illustrated in (10) :
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(10) [TP SUBJk T [vP tk v [VP V OBJ ]]]]
Here it is important to note that SUBJ is always located in the innermost
Spec of the embedded T to check off the EPP-feature of T.
In Ura (1996, 2000a) I demonstrated that the existence of possessor-
raising from SUBJ in a language L indicates (I) that T in L may have the
property that allows it to tolerate an unforced violation of Procrastinate,
and (II) that some feature of T may enter into multiple checking relations.
As shown in (11) below, Standard Arabic allows possessor-raising from
SUBJ (see Ura 2000a for a detailed analysis of the syntax of possessor-
raising) :
(11) Standard Arabic (Moutaouakil 1989 : 128)
Zayd-unk [ tk ?abuh ]-u marid-un.
Zayd-NOM father -NOM ill-NOM
‘Lit. Zayd, (his) father is ill.’
Thus, let us assume that T in Standard Arabic may tolerate an unforced
violation of Procrastinate and that T’s EPP-feature as well as its
nominative Case-feature may enter into multiple feature-checking
relations(6).
Returning to (10), OBJ may move up to an outer Spec of T, entering
into an EPP-feature checking relation with (the embedded) T thanks to
the above assumption. This movement of OBJ derives (12) from (10) :
(12) [TP OBJj [TP SUBJk T [vP tk v [VP V tj ]]]]
Notice that this movement of OBJ satisfies both the MLC and the Last
Resort Condition of the definition of Move/Attract. In (10), OBJ is the DP
closest to T, because no traces can be attracted, and OBJ, being a DP, has
a D-feature that can enter into an EPP-feature checking relation with T.
Now the overt complementizer and the matrix “ECM” verb are
introduced :
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(13) [VP V(ECM) [CP COMP [TP OBJj [TP SUBJk T [vP tk v [VP V tj ]]]]]]
Suppose that ECM verbs in Standard Arabic have a peculiar property :
Their nominal feature may be either strong or null. If strong, they attract
something with a nominal feature to their Spec before SPELL-OUT ; if
null, it has no Case-feature to be checked. Here it is very important to
note that OBJ and SUBJ are in the same minimal domain (of T) in (13) ;
hence, they are equidistant from V(ECM). Therefore, in the case where
the nominal feature of V(ECM) is strong, either of them can be attracted
to the Spec of V(ECM) without violating the Last Resort Condition of the
definition of Attract/Move. Suppose that OBJ is attracted to there. Then,
(14) is derived from (13) :
(14) [VP OBJj V(ECM) [CP COMP [TP t’j [TP SUBJk T [vP tk v [VP V tj ]]]]]]
After this, the matrix T and the matrix subject are introduced. As
argued in Ura (1996, 2000a), the movement of OBJ to a Spec of a
predicate is always prior to the merger of SUBJ with the projection of the
predicate if the predicate has a strong feature. Now that we are assuming
that V(ECM) is strong, the derivation finally reaches (15) :
(15) [TP T [VP SUBJ [VP OBJj V(ECM) [CP COMP [TP t’j
[TP SUBJk T [vP tk v [VP V tj ]]]]]]]]
(15) crashes, however, unless the language-particular rule for copy-raising
applies, because, otherwise, the nominal feature of the embedded V would
remain unchecked at LF. Suppose that this rule applies to (15) and the
inserted pronominal copy cliticizes onto V. Then, we can get (16), a
convergent derivation :
(16) [TP T-Vv [VP SUBJ [VP OBJj tv [CP COMP [TP t’j
[TP SUBJk T [vP tk v [VP V-proj ]]]]]]]]
Given the overt V-raising to T in the matrix clause in Standard Arabic (cf.
Ouhalla 1991), (16) represents the surface structure of the superraising
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example like (5b)(7). This is my analysis of superraising under the theory
of multiple feature-checking.
In passing, it is noteworthy that T’s property to permit an unforced
violation of Procrastinate is a very crucial factor for superraising to take
place. As I argued in Ura (1996, 2000a), multiple subjects in a single
clause are allowed in a language L if T has the aforementioned property.
Thus, Ura’s (1994) generalization about superraising, which states that
superraising is allowed in L if L allows multiple subjects in a single
clause, follows naturally from this.
3. Examination
Before considering how we can solve the problems Ura’s (1994) analysis of
superraising encounters, we have to examine the other possible
derivations (whether convergent or not) that can emerge from the
assumptions I made so far.
A possible derivation emerges from the stage of the derivation
illustrated in (10), repeated below as (17) :
(17) [TP SUBJk T [vP tk v [VP V OBJ ]]]]
We considered the case where OBJ is attracted by T to its Spec owing to
the property of T that allows it to tolerate an unforced violation of
Procrastinate. But OBJ may stay in situ because it is not required to
move to a Spec of T. Let us suppose so. Then, the stage of the derivation
after the introduction of the overt complementizer and the V(ECM) looks
like :
(18) [VP V(ECM) [CP COMP [TP SUBJk T [vP tk v [VP V OBJ ]]]]]
Recall that we are assuming that the nominal feature of ECM verbs
may be either strong or null in Standard Arabic. Suppose that V(ECM) in
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(18) is strong. Then, SUBJ, being the DP closest to V(ECM), is attracted
to the Spec of V(ECM), deriving (19) :
(19) [VP SUBJk V(ECM) [CP COMP [TP t’k T [vP tk v [VP V OBJ ]]]]]
This derivation converges, if the language-particular rule for copy-
raising inserts the pronominal copy of SUBJ at the Spec of the embedded
T :
(20) [VP SUBJk V(ECM) [CP COMP [TP prok T [vP tk v [VP V OBJ ]]]]]
As expected, there exists an acceptable counterpart of this derivation in
Standard Arabic :
(21) Standard Arabic (Ouhalla 1994 : 67)
dhanan-tu 1-taalib-ak [ ?anna-huk qaabal-a
beleived-1SG the-student-ACC COMP-he met-3SG
l-mu 9allim-a ].
the-teacher-ACC
‘Lit. I believed the studentk that hek met the teacher.’
Suppose, instead, that V(ECM) in (18) is null. Then, SUBJ in (18) stays in
situ, deriving the PF illustrated in (22) :
(22) [TP T-Vv [VP SUBJ [VP tv [CP COMP [TP SUBJk T [vP tk v [VP V OBJ ]]]]]]] (PF)
At LF, the nominal feature of the SUBJ in the embedded clause enters
into a checking relation with the embedded T to check off the Case-feature
of T. The derivation converges. As expected, (22) corresponds to the real
example shown in (5a), repeated below as (23) :
(23) Standard Arabic (Ouhalla 1994 : 67)
dhanan-tu [ ?anna Zaynab -a ta-’rifi
believed-1SG COMP -ACC 3FSG-know
l-taalib-a ].
the-student-ACC
‘I believed that Zaynab knew the student.’
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As mentioned in footnote 7 above, the Case feature (nominative) of the
embedded T is morphologically realized as accusative in Standard Arabic
owing to the effect of “ECM from Comp” (see Watanabe 1993 for detailed
discussion on this phenomenon).
4. Ura’s (1994) Problems and Their Solutions
Ura’s (1994) explanation of superraising can be recapitulated as in
the following fashion : The bare phrase structure theory (Chomsky 1994)
in the minimalist program allows multiple Specs to be projected by a
single head H. Ura (1994) proposed that there is a parameter as to
whether they are allowed or not. If multiple Specs of H are allowed, then
α can move up beyond β located at one of the multiple Specs of H by
utilizing another Spec of H as an escape-hatch. α can move through this
escape-hatch if it enters into a checking relation with H. If all these
conditions are met, superraising can be materialized.
This explanation of superraising, however, has two problems : (I) To
explain the absence of morphological agreement between α and H, there
is no way except to resort to some ad hoc stipulation. For example, as
shown by the Standard Arabic superraising example in (5b), repeated here
as (24a), it is SUBJ, but not the superraised OBJ, that induces subject
agreement in the embedded clause.
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(24) Standard Arabic
a. dhanan-tu l-taalib-ak [ ?anna Zaynab -a ta-’rifu-huk ].
believed-1SG the-student-ACC COMP -ACC 3FSG-know-3MSG
‘Lit. I believed the studentk that Zaynab knew himk.’
b. *dhanan-tu l-taalib-ak [ ?anna Zaynab -a φ -’rifu-huk ].
believed-1SG the-student-ACC COMP -ACC 3MSG-know-3MSG
‘same as in (24a)’
And (II) it was not clear what kind of checking relation the DP to be
superraised has with the embedded T (?Infl).
These problems are solved naturally if we adopt the analysis of
superraising under the theory of multiple feature-checking. As we noted in
section 2 above, it is SUBJ that is located at the canonical (i.e.,
innermost) Spec of the embedded T. And recall our hypothesis that it is
T’s strong EPP-feature, but not its φ -feature, that may enter into multiple
checking relations. Suppose that T’sφ -feature is strong, but it cannot
enter into multiple checking relations, unlike T’s EPP-feature and
nominative Case-feature. Given this, it follows that it is SUBJ that checks
off T’s strong φ -feature when it is attracted to the innermost Spec of T
before OBJ moves up to an outer Spec of T. Once T’s strong φ -feature is
checked off this way, it is deleted and erased (Chomsky 1995). Thus, when
OBJ has moved to an outer Spec of T, there is no φ -feature of T ; as a
result, there is no way for OBJ to induce subject-agreement.
The answer to the question (II) is more straightforward : From the
discussions on superraising that have been made thus far, it is obvious
that the DP to be superraised to the matrix clause enters into an EPP-
feature checking relation with the embedded T (?Infl).
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5. Summary
In this paper I provided an analysis of superraising under the theory of
multiple feature-checking advocated in Ura (1996, 2000a). Following Ura’s
(1998) idea about copy-raising, I hypothesized that the existence/absence
of the language-particular rule, which inserts a pronominal copy in a
checking position of an A-chain, determines the existence/absence of copy-
raising. It was demonstrated that the idea about the multiple feature-
checking mediated by the EPP-feature of T in some languages, the idea
which is possible if we adopt the theory of multiple feature checking, gives
a natural account of the derivation of superraising. Moreover, I showed
that this account of superraising is free from the problems that my former
analysis of the phenomenon involved.
Footnotes
? This paper is transplanted herein, with a bit of very slight modification, from
Section 2 in Chapter 3 of my MIT doctoral dissertation (Ura 1996). A large
part of the dissertation appeared with significant revisions and refinements
in Ura (2000a), but Chapter 3 has been left unpublished therein nor
elsewhere. It made me decide to print it out here without any major revision.
The materials presented in this paper were written in 1995, and, therefore,
my thinking about the topic has been drastically changed owing both to the
development of the syntactic theory since then and to the responses to my
ideas presented in Ura (1996). In other words, this paper could have been
rewritten in accordance with the new direction proposed in Chomsky (1998,
1999, 2001) : See Ura (in preparation) for an approach to superraising along
such a direction.
For rewarding discussion on this topic, I am much indebted to Noam
Chomsky, Howard Lasnik, and, especially, the late Ken Hale, to whose soul I
wish to dedicate this.
? In Ura (1994) I provided superraising examples in Persian and Indonesian,
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as well. After its publication, I found that some of the data from Persian and
Indonesian, which I gathered from my own informants, were questioned by
some other native speakers (cf. Darzi 1996). Obviously, much work should
have been needed to establish the (rather strong) claim I made in Ura
(1994) : I proposed that the generalization, which states that superraising is
allowed in a language L if L allows the multiple subject construction, holds
universally true in natural language. Although I still believe this
generalization to be valid, I leave it to future research to examine its validity
at length.
? See Ura (1994 : Chapter 1) and the references cited therein for superraising
examples in other languages.
? This construction is sometimes referred to as “prolepsis” (cf. Higgins 1981
and Ura 1994). Consider (i) and (ii) below :
(i) Standard English (Rosenbaum 1967 : 36)
a. Nobody expected of Johni [that hei could be so cruel].
b. Nobody expected [that John could be so cruel].
The (a) example has the same meaning as (b) in terms of their truth
condition. Higgins (1981) calls this kind of construction prolepsis. In
prolepsis examples, the antecedent of the pseudo-copy is assigned a theta-
role independently of the copy, which has its own theta-role. The ill-
formedness of (ii) where an idiomatic expression is involved shows that the
Standard English example in (ia) is a prolepsis :
(ii) Standard English
?I expected of advantagei [that iti was taken of John].
(OK I expected that advantage was taken of John.)
See Khalaily (1997) for further discussion on prolepses.
? The acceptability of those English prolepses varies according to the context
where they are uttered. Cf. Ura (1994) and, also, Heycock (1994) for relevant
discussion. However, it should be noted that relevant examples in Standard
Arabic never become acceptable if the raised DP comes from locative,
instrumental, etc.
? See Ura (1996, 2000a) for detailed discussion on “violability of Procrastinate”
and “multiple feature-checking.”
? As a matter of fact, SUBJ in the embedded clause in (5b) has accusative
Case. Following Watanabe’s (1993) analysis of “ECM from Comp,” I assume
that this accusative Case comes from T that is moved to C at LF. Thus, the
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Case-feature of T (which is nominative, but realized as accusative due to the
language-particular rule in morphology) is checked off by SUBJ. See
Watanabe (1993) for discussion on “ECM from Comp.”
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